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1. mTRODUCTION: 
I' 

A. Purpose 

This  Record of Decision documents approval of t h e  Land and Resource 
Management Plan ( t h e  Plan) f o r  t h e  F ish lake  Nat ional  Forest  ( t h e  
F o r e s t ) .  
t h e  town of Richfield,  about 140 a i r l i n e  miles south  of S a l t  Lake 
City.  
l ands  c ross ing  pa r t s  of t h e  Wasatch, Awapa, Sevier ,  and Fish lake  
P la t eaus ,  as w e l l  a s  a l l  of t h e  Tushar Mountains and Canyon and 
Pahvant Ranges. 

The Plan  i d e n t i f i e s  resource management p r a c t i c e s ,  p ro jec ted  l e v e l s  of 
product ion of goods and se rv ices ,  and l o c a t i o n s  where var ious  
management a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  expected t o  occur. 
broad d i r e c t i o n  dea l ing  wi th  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and permits  f o r  occupancy 
and use of National Fo res t  System lands by t h e  pub l i c ,  and f o r  
management of impacts from mineral  a c t i v i t i e s  on t h e  Fores t .  

The F ina l  Environmental Impact Statemeqt (FEIS) desc r ibes  a proposed 
a c t i o n  ( t h e  Plan) and a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  proposed ac t ion .  
desc r ibes  t h e  environment t o  b e  a f f ec t ed  and d i s c l o s e s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
environmental consequences of implementing t h e  proposed ac t ion  and 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  proposed ac t ion .  

T h i s  FEIS and Plan were developed under implementing regula t ions  of 
t h e  National Environmental Pol icy  Act (NEPA) , Council on Environmental 
Q u a l i t y ,  T i t l e  40, Code of Federa l  Regulat ions,  P a r t s  1500-1508 (40 
CFR 1500-1508); and t h e  Nat ional  Fo res t  Management A c t  (NFMA), T i t l e  
36, Code of Federal  Regulations,  P a r t  219 (36 CFR 219). 

I n  publ ishing Land and Resource Management P lans ,  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  
i s  seeking t o  s a t i s f y  two somewhat d i f f e r e n t  purposes: 

1. 

The area covered by t h e  Plan i s  i n  c e n t r a l  Utah surrounding 

The Fores t  contains  1,424,479 a c r e s  of Nat ional  Fo res t  System 

The Plan  a l s o  provides  

It  a l so  

Compliance with t h e  s t a t u t o r y  mandate of t h e  NFMA t o  develop and 
maintain a management system so t h a t  an " i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  
approach t o  achieve in t eg ra t ed  cons ide ra t ion  of phys ica l ,  
b i o l o g i c a l ,  economic, and o the r  sciences"  w i l l  be appl ied t o  a l l  
f u t u r e  dec is ions ,  16  U.S.G. 1604(b),  1604(f ) ,  1604(g),  and 
1604(c). 

Linkage with t h e  Fores t  and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning 
Act (RPA) Program and Assessment through c u r r e n t  modeling 
techniques t o  make f o r e c a s t s  of t h e  outputs  which could be  
produced under t h e  Plan and a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  Plan. 

2. 

P ro jec t ions  of outputs  t h a t  could be  produced a r e  use fu l  i n  making 
comparisons between t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and t h e  Plan. There i s  no 
assurance t h a t  t h e  pro jec ted  outputs  w i l l  a c t u a l l y  occur. 
t o  l i m i t a t i o n s  of modeling and because on-the-ground condi t ions ,  

T h i s  is due 
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changes i n  laws and r e g u l a t i o n s ,  n a t i o n a l  and l o c a l  economic 
condi t ions ,  and appropr i a t e  budget l e v e l s  a l l  a f f e c t  ac tua l  outputs.  
A s  wi th  management d i r e c t i o n ,  t h e  pro jec ted  outputs  can be  adjusted 
through reschedul ing of implementation schedules (amendments) o r  Plan 
r ev i s ion .  The NFMA has  a requi red  r e v i s i o n  period of 15 years .  

Approval of t h i s  Plan marks t h e  turn ing  poin t  from promulgation t o  
implementation of t h e  Plan. This does not  mean t h a t  a l l  the  dec is ions  
on i s sues  a r e  f i n a l .  Publ ic  involvement w i l l  continue as  t h e  Plan i s  
implemented. S p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be examined i n  
l i g h t  of t h e  Plan’s d i r e c t i o n  and publ ic  involvement w i l l  be 
e s s e n t i a l .  

B. Features  of t h e  Plan: 

1. &es t  C o n d i t i o n  

The Plan i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  des i r ed  f u t u r e  condi t ion  of t h e  Fores t .  
Goals a r e  presented  i n  Chapter I V  of t h e  Plan. Goals a r e  
t imeless ,  and they  form t h e  p r i n c i p a l  b a s i s  f o r  developing 
ob jec t ives  (36 CPR 219.3). 

2. 

The Plan i d e n t i f i e s  management ob jec t ives  necessary f o r  t h e  
Fores t  t o  achieve i t s  goals .  It a l s o  descr ibes  how resources  a r e  
t o  be managed i n  o r d e r  t o  a t t a i n  these  objec t ives .  
ob jec t ives  a r e  presented i n  Chaptet  I V  of the Plan. These 
objec t ives  a r e  dep ic t ed  as annual l e v e l s  of goods and se rv ices  
t h a t  w i l l  i d e a l l y  b e  achieved dur ing  t h e  10- t o  15-year planning 
period. 

The 

3 .  

The P l a n  s p e c i f i e s  management requirements t h a t  con t ro l  and 
govern how a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be  implemented on the  Forest .  The 
Plan inc ludes  Forest-wide s tandards  and guide l ines  which a r e  
contained i n  t h e  F o r e s t  d i r e c t i o n  and management a rea  s tandards  
and gu ide l ines  which are contained i n  management area 
p re sc r ip t ions  (Chapter  IV). 
d e t a i l  o v e r a l l  management requirements t h a t  apply t o  t h e  e n t i r e  
Fores t  during P lan  implementation. They a r e  appl ied i n  add i t ion  
t o  management requirements  f o r  each management a rea  
prescr ip t ion .  The Plan  a s s igns  management a rea  p re sc r ip t ions  t o  
spec i f i c  land a r e a s  wi th in  t h e  Fores t .  Mit igat ion measures t o  
avoid or  minimize environmental harm a r e  incorporated as  p a r t  of 
management requirements  i n  F o r e s t  d i r e c t i o n  and management a rea  
p re sc r ip t ions  i n  Chapter IV of t h e  Plan. Mit igat ion is a l s o  
discussed i n  Chapter I V  of t h e  FEIS. 
loca t ions  where v a r i o u s  management a r e a  p re sc r ip t ions  apply. 

Forest-wide standards and gu ide l ines  

The Plan map d isp lays  
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4. and E m  

Chapter V of the Plan contains monitoring procedures and 
evaluation criteria to determine how well objectives and 
standards and guidelines have been applied and met. 

. .  5 .  or R e v i m  I 
i 

The Plan establishes management direction for the next 10 to 15 
years, when it will be revised. 
problems, or conflicts may arise e n managing the Forest that were 
not anticipated in the Plan. 
responding to unanticipated needsiand can be adjusted, if needed, 
through rescheduling, admendment or revision. 

hort-term opportunities, 

The,Plan provide8 a framework for 

11. DECISION: 

The decision documented here is to approvelthe Plan which accompanies the 
Final EIS (referred to as Alternative 11, the proposed action, in the 
Final EIS) for management of the Fishlake National Forest. 

In light of known needs and potential impacts, the Plan sets forth a 
strategy for managing the Forest; this is aot a plan for day-to-day 
internal operations. It does not address administrative matters such as 
personnel, fleet equipment, internal organ+zational changes, and does not 
emphasize all site-specific design decisioqs nor all specific resource 
outputs. Rather, the Plan prescribes geneTal management practices for the 
Fishlake National Forest. The intention ig t o  achieve multiple-use goals 
and objectives with optimum economic efficiency. Work will be done in an 
environmentally sound manner to produce gobds, services, and amenities 
providing long-tem* public benefits. 

This decision is based upon a review of environmental consequences of 
alternatives disclosed in the final EIS. 
to responsiveness of alternatives to public issues and management concerns 
identified through developmental phases of the Forest Plan, and more 
recently restated through public comment on the draft EIS and proposed 
Forest Plan. 
Chapter VI of the FEIS and discussed in relation to planning questions in 
the FEIS, Chapter I. 

Some of the major provisions of the approved Plan are: 

-- Permitted livestock grazing will decrease slightly, about 3 percent 

particular attention was given 

Public comments and Forest Service responses are included in 

from current permitted levels. This reduction of about 3,600 AUH’s in 
permitted livestock grazing is necessary to attain at least fair range 
condition with a stable or upward trend. Range allotment management 
plans will determine the actual permitted grazing levels. 
standards and guidelines contained in Chapter IV of the Plan will 
prevail. If range funding called for in the Forest Plan is not 

Range 
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r ea l i zed  and i f  improvement work i s  not  otherwise accomplished, 
permitted grazing numbers may be  lower than projected.  
p resent  l e v e l s  of l i v e s t o c k  graz ing  i s  dependent upon s u b s t a n t i a l  
investments t o  main ta in  r evege ta t ion  p r o j e c t s ,  recons t ruc t  fences  and 
water developments, and cont inue  i n t e n s i v e  grazing management systems. 

Wi ld l i f e  management a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  f i s h e r i e s  improvement p r o j e c t s  w i l l  
be  emphasized. This  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  increased Plan emphasis on 
maintenance and improvement of r i p a r i a n  management. Appendix D shows 
t h e  implementation schedule  of f i s h e r i e s  h a b i t a t  p ro j ec t s  necessary t o  
reach 95 percent  of optimum. 

Populations of big-game animals w i l l  be determined by condi t ions  of 
t h e  h a b i t a t  so long as minimum v i a b l e  populat ions a r e  maintained. 

Vegetation t rea tments  w i l l  be used t o  achieve goals  and ob jec t ives  f o r  
vege ta t ion  management. Vegetat ion t reatment  i s  an important t o o l  i n  
multiple-use management of t h e  Fores t .  On the  average, about 3,140 
ac res  of vege ta t ion  w i l l  be  t r e a t e d  each year  during the  f i r s t  
decade. Treatments w i l l  inc lude  range forage  improvement p r o j e c t s  
(2,000 acres  pe r  y e a r ) ,  Fo res t  r egene ra t ion  c u t s  (496 acres  per  y e a r ) ,  
timber stand improvement (50 a c r e s  per  y e a r ) ,  aspen treatment (120 
ac res  per  y e a r ) ,  s o i l  and watershed improvement pro jec ts  (300 a c r e s  
per  yea r ) ,  and r e f o r e s t a t i o n  (174 a c r e s  per  year) .  

Exis t ing  r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  developed s i t e s  (campgrounds e t c . )  
w i l l  be  r e h a b i l i t a t e d  and one new campground a t  Johnson Valley i s  
planned for cons t ruc t ion  (Appendix C of t h e  Plan).  
t h e  Forest  t o  m e e t  94 percent  of pro jec ted  demand during t h e  p l an  
period (FEIS, page IV-3). 

Road management w i l l  be  i n t e n s i f i e d  t o  prevent  damage t o  resources  
from e x i s t i n g  roads.  This  w i l l  inc lude  seasonal road r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  
prevent r u t t i n g  during t h e  sp r ing  thaw and 13 miles  of road be t te rment  
per  year  t o  upgrade e x i s t i n g  roads t o  a l e v e l  wbere they can be  main- 
ta ined  (Appendix J of t h e  Plan).  

Travel management on t h e  Fores t  w i l l  b e  in t ens i f i ed .  
thousand acres  w i l l  b e  c losed  o r  r e s t r i c t e d  f o r  off-road veh ic l e  (ORV) 
use.  Of t h i s  amount, about 108.5 thousand acres  w i l l  be managed t o  
emphasize nonmotorized r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s ,  and 135.4 thousand 
acres  w i l l  be managed t o  improve watershed condi t ion (Appendix P of 
the  Plan). 
off-road veh ic l e  use  i n t o  harmony wi th  land capab i l i t y  and of 
maintaining o r  improving s o i l  p roduc t iv i ty  and r e s to r ing  a reas  wi th  
water shed problems . 
Water y i e ld  w i l l  be  increased  only s l i g h t l y  as a r e s u l t  of vege ta t ion  
management and water  q u a l i t y  w i l l  be  maintained (Chapter I V  of the  

Sus ta in ing  

T h i s  w i l l  a l low 

About 677.4 

These a c t i o n s  are taken  t o  f u r t h e r  t h e  goa ls  of br inging  

PEIS).  
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-- The goal  of providing a cos t - e f f ec t ive  l e v e l  of f i r e  p ro tec t ion  w i l l  
be r e a l i z e d  through implementation of Appendix L of the  Plan. This 
f i r e  a c t i o n  plan w i l l  allow c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  monitoring of f i r e s  i n  
a r e a s  where f i r e s  cause i n s i g n i f i c a n t  r e source  damage. Aggressive 
suppression e f f o r t s  w i l l  be maintained where resources  could be  
damaged, o r  where l i f e  o r  property would b e  a t  r i s k .  

-- Programmed timber s a l e s  offered w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  not  exceed t h e  average 
annual allowable s a l e  quant i ty  (ASQ) of 3.0 MMBF. 
MMBF of softwood and 0.3 MMBF of aspen. Based upon cu r ren t  demands 
and a n t i c i p a t e d  budgets,  s a l e  o f f e r i n g s  more l i k e l y  w i l l  be  l e s s  than 
3.0 MMBF, a t  l e a s t  during t h e  f i r s t  few y e a r s  of Plan implementation. 
I n  t h e  absence of ca tas t rophic  occurences,  t h e  t o t a l  s a l e  o f f e r ings  
f u r  t h e  Plan per iod w i l l  not  exceed t h e  30.0 MMBF decadal ASQ. Sa les  
of firewood w i l l  be about 2,410 thousand cubic  f e e t  per  yea r ,  and 
Christmas t r e e  s a l e s  w i l l  remain a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  level of 8 t o  10 
thousand t r e e s  per  year.  

This includes 2.7 

-- Most of t h e  Fores t  w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  mineral  e n t r y  and leas ing .  
The u t i l i t i e s  and t r anspor t a t ion  map shows a r e a s  recommended f o r  
mineral  l ea s ing  w i t h  no su r face  occupancy. Other smal le r  a r e a s  such 
a s  admin i s t r a t ive  s i t e s  and campgrounds have been withdrawn from 
mineral  en t ry .  Appendix H of t h e  Plan shows s tandard s t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  
o i l  and gas  l ea s ing ,  while Plan Appendix 0 shows t h e  app l i ca t ion  of 
t h e  coa l  u n s u i t a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  f o r  known recoverable  coa l  resource 
a r e a s  underlying the  Forest .  

-- The u t i l i t i e s  and t r anspor t a t ion  management map i n  t h e  pocket of t h e  rc 
Plan  shows t h e  loca t ion  of e x i s t i n g  u t i l i t i e s  and proposed windows. 
Appendix G of t h e  Plan l i s t s  c r i t e r i a  used t o  des igna te  windows and 
c o r r i d o r s  and appl icable  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  

A c t i v i t i e s ,  many of which a r e  interdependent ,  may be  a f f ec t ed  by t h e  
funding levels provided by Congress. 
va r ious  s i t e - s p e c i f i c  p ro jec t s ,  such a s  b u i l d i n g  a road,  developing a 
campground, o r  s e l l i n g  timber, which a r e  d e t a i l e d  i n  Appendices A, and C 
through Q. 
f o r  t h a t  year  may be a l t e r ed  or  rescheduled. However, goa ls ,  ob jec t ives ,  
and s tandards  and guide l ines  descr ibed i n  t h e  P lan  w i l l  not  change unless  
t h e  Plan i s  rev ised  o r  amended. 
s eve ra l  years  i n  a way t h a t  would a l t e r  b a s i c  management ob jec t ives ,  t h e  
Plan i t s e l f  may have t o  he amended [36 CFR 219.10(e) (1982)l .  NOTE: 
s i g n i f i c a n c e  w i l l  be determined i n  t h e  contex t  of p a r t i c u l a r  
circumstances.  

During implementation, when var ious  p r o j e c t s  a r e  designed,  more s i t e -  
s p e c i f i c  a n a l y s i s  may be required.  
Environmental Assessments [40 CFR 1508.9 (1982)1, Environmental Impact 
Statements [40 CFR 1508.11 (1982)1, o r  c a t e g o r i c a l  exclusions [40 CFR 
1508.4 (1982) l .  
w i t h  36 CFR 219.10(f). Any r e s u l t i n g  documents w i l l  be  t i e r e d  t o  the  
FEIS, pursuant t o  40 CFR 1508.28 (1982). 

The Plan  w i l l  be  implemented through 

If funding i s  changed i n  any g iven  yea r ,  p r o j e c t s  scheduled 

I f  funding changes s i g n i f i c a n t l y  over 

These ana lyses  may take  t h e  form of 

The Fores t  Supervisor may amend t h e  P lan  i n  accordance 
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111. ALTERNATIVES 

Eleven management alternatives were developed in response to the require- 
ments of NEPA, NFMA, public input, and roadless resource analysis. The 
alternatives are presented in detail in Chapter I1 of the FEIS. They are: 

-- Alternative 1 (FY 1982 Budget and Concern Direction) 

This alternative would continue the current budget level for the 
Forest and the current management direction using goals and objectives 
from existing plans. Most outputs would remain at current levels; 
however, outputs in range and developed recreation would decrease, 
since replacement of current capital investments would not keep up 
with deterioration. 

-- Alternative 2 (Market Opportunities) 

This alternative would emphasize market opportunities and values, and 
would provide a high level of commodity outputs. 
would be produced at an acceptable level. Wood products, livestock 
production, and developed recreation would be emphasized. Dispersed 
recreation, wildlife, and watershed management would increase slightly 
above current levels. 

Noncommodity outputs 

-- Alternative 3 (Ten Percent Reduced Budget) 

This alternative would emphasize market opportunities and values and 
would produce a moderate level of commodity outputs within constrained 
budget limitations. 
acceptable, but reduced, level. Wood products, livestock production, 
and mineral development would be emphasized. 

Noncommodity outputs would be produced at an 

-- Alternative 4 (Nomarket Opportunities) 

This alternative would emphasize amenity values by stressing water 
quality, fish and wildlife resources, and dispersed recreation. One 
of the major factors of the alternative is the placing of 20 percent 
of the Forest in primitive and semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation 
opportunity classes. Management of other resources would be at 
economically and environmentally feasible levels consistent with 
emphasis on amenity values. 

Alternative 5 (1980 RPA Program) 

This alternative would attempt to meet the Fishlake portion of 
Regional goals described in the Intermountain Regional Guide. This 
program would be attained by managing all resources at a moderate to 
high level of outputs. 
would be improved through this program. 

-- 

The condition of several of the resources 

-- Alternative 6 (Emphasis on Local Issues and Concerns) 

This alternative's goal would be to produce a combination of market 
and nonmarket outputs in response to issues and concerns by human 
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resource units. This means that some areas of the Forest would 
emphasize market outputs as in Alternative 2, while other areas would 
emphasize nonmarket outputs as in Alternative 4. Overall, it would 
produce a moderate to high level of outputs. 

Alternative 7 (Twenty-five Percent Reduced Budget) 

This alternative would emphasize market opportunities within the 
constraint of a budget level reduced 25 percent below the fiscal year 
1982 level. All outputs would be produced at reduced levels, but 
those sensitive to budget levels such as timber and range would be 
significantly reduced. 
have a lower level of management. 

Alternative 8 (Current Program - No Action) 
This alternative would continue current management direction using 
goals and objectives from existing Plans. This is the required "no 
action" alternative that provides a basis for comparison with other 
alternatives. Existing output levels or trends would be maintained in 
this alternative, while the budget would be adjusted to meet these 
requirements. 

-- 

Most noncommodity outputs would decrease or 

-- 

-- Alternative 9 (Revised Mix) 

T h i s  alternative would produce a mixture of market and nonmarket 
outputs in response to issues, concernsI demand, and Forest capabil- 
ities. It was coostructed from the more desirable aspects of Alterna- 
tives 4 ,  6 ,  and 8 ,  and new programs in range and wildlife. Outputs 
and activities exceeding demand or expected to exceed demand would he 
deemphasized to allow emphasis on activities and outputs below demand 
and still remain within a reasonable budget. 

Alternative 10 (High Productivity from RPA 1985 Update) 

This alternative was designed to meet the high production of some 
resources. Emphasis would be on timber, range, recreation sites, and 
minerals management while managing nonmarket outputs such as wildlife 
and dispersed recreation at economically efficient levels subordinate 
to the high market emphasis. Visual quality standards and other 
amenity values would be lowered to produce market outputs at reduced 
cost. 

-- 

-- Alternative 11 (Selected Action, Forest Plan) 

The proposed action emphasizes a mixture of market and nonmarket 
opportunities in response to issues, concerns, local demand, and 
Forest capabilities. This alternative is similar to Alternative 9 
except that timber was funded at a slightly higher level t o  permit 
more reforestation and stand improvement. Further, some prescription 
assignments were changed in response to public concerns. 
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I V .  RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

No s i n g l e  f a c t o r  determined t h e  dec i s ion .  Rather,  many f a c t o r s  were con- 
s idered  and weighed. 
s o c i a l  and economic f a c t o r s ,  t h e  approved Plan s e t s  a course of a c t i o n  
t h a t  maximizes n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t s  and i s  cons j s t en t  with t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  
of mul t ip l e  use and s u s t a i n  y i e l d .  

S i g n i f i c a n t  c r i t e r i a  which formed t h e  b a s i s  f o r  dec is ions  i n  t h e  Plan a r e  
descr ibed i n  t h i s  s ec t ion .  These c r i t e r i a  r e l a t e  t o  many laws and regu- 
l a t i o n s  and respond d i r e c t l y  to publ ic  involvement and to t h e  i s s u e s ,  
concerns,  and oppor tun i t r e s  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  the  Forest .  

A. I s sues ,  Concerns, and Gppor tuni t ies ,  and Areas of S igni f icant  Fubl ic  

Based upon t h e  cons idera t ion  of environmental, 

I n t e r e s t  : 

I s s u e s ,  concerns,  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  (ICD’s) i den t i f i ed  during t h e  
planning process  cover a f u l l  range of resource and management 
sub jec t s .  
were equal ly  d ive r se .  Because of t h i s ,  KO‘s were formulated i n t o  
ques t ions  which allowed each a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  address each XCO, 
p o s i t i v e l y  o r  nega t ive ly ;  wi th  each a l t e r n a t i v e  having s p e c i f i c  
b e n e f i t s  and c o s t s .  Each a l t e r n a t i v e  was conspared to t h e  management 
goa ls  of opt imizing n e t  publ ic  b e n e f i t s  while  providing a continuous 
flow of goods and s e r v i c e s ,  and maintaining or  improving environmental 
condi t ions.  The proposed a c t i o n  was i d e n t i f i e d  as  the  management nair 
t h a t  b e s t  met t h e s e  c r i t e r i a .  

Each of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  addressed t h e  ICO‘s i n  a s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
way. The importance and v a l i d i t y  of t h e  ICO’s guided the planning 
process.  Chapter I1 of t h e  FEIS i s  s t ruc tu red  to respond to each of 
t h e  ICG’s by a l t e r n a t i v e  ( f o r  a d e t a i l e d  desc r ip t ion  of t h e  ICO‘s,  see 
Appendix A of EIS). 

Management of r e sources  was addressed according t o  output p r i o r ~ t i e s  
i n  each a l t e r n a t i v e  and t h e  resource  base ava i l ab le  f o r  nrr>rgrntent 
cons idera t ion .  

A major reason f o r  s e l e c t i n g  an a l t e r n a t i v e  was based on how wel l  t h a t  
a l t e r n a t i v e  responds to publ ic  i s sues  and management concerns. Since 
many i s sues  and concerns c o n f l i c t ,  i t  was not poss ib le  to address  a l l  
i s s u e s  and concerns i n  a p o s i t i v e  manner. Also, r e so lu t ion  of an 
i s s u e  or  a concern was perceived d i f f e r e n t l y  by d i f f e r e n t  people. The 
major i s sues  of publ ic  concern which were r a i sed  between the  D r a f t  and 
F ina l  EIS a r e  included i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  below. (For those readers  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  d i r e c t l y  reviewing comments on these i s sues ,  s ee  t h e  
FEIS, Chapter VI). 

Several  reviewers r a i s e d  t h e  i s s u e  t h a t  t h e  plan d i d  not provide 
adequate h a b i t a t  f o r  w i l d l i f e .  Their  main concern seemed t o  be t h a t  
an overemphasis on l i v e s t o c k  would lead t o  decreased b ig  game 
h a b i t a t .  However, they  were a l s o  concerned about e f f e c t s  on r i p a r i a n  

P a i n t s  of view a s  to what c o n s t i t u t e s  IC0 r e s o l u t i o n  a l s o  
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a reas  and on non-game animals. Causes of t h i s  concern appeared t o  be  
pro jec ted  l i ves tock  numbers and ac res  of p r e s c r i p t i o n  6B. I n  response 
t o  t h i s  i s sue  seve ra l  p re sc r ip t ion  assignments were changed t o  p ro tec t  
s e n s i t i v e  w i l d l i f e  areas .  Fur ther ,  a s  pointed out  i n  t h i s  Record of 
Decision, management w i l l  be f o r  t h e  s tandards  and gu ide l ines  
contained i n  t h e  Plan, not f o r  the  pro jec ted  numbers. Implementation 
of t h e  Plan may r e s u l t  i n  g r e a t e r  b i g  game numbers than projected i f  
s u i t a b l e  h a b i t a t  is ava i lab le .  

The second major i s sue  r a i sed  was about t r a v e l  management. This 
includes management of main t r a v e l  r o u t e s  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  on off-road 
veh ic l e s  (ORV's). 
eros ion  and damage of o the r  resources .  To meet t h i s  concern,  t h e  
Fores t  intends t o  recons t ruc t  and upgrade e x i s t i n g  roads t o  prevent 
damage, and r e s t r i c t  t r a v e l  on roads when they are suscep t ib l e  t o  
damage. Many f e l t  t h a t  t h e  t r a v e l  management po r t ion  of t h e  Fores t  
Plan was too  r e s t r i c t i v e  of ORV t r a v e l .  
of t r a v e l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  provide sanctuary and p r o t e c t i v e  a reas  f o r  
b i g  game. Fores t  management i s  concerned t h a t  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of 
wheel t r acks  i s  causing unacceptably high e ros ion  which i s  damaging 
t h e  b a s i c  resources  of s o i l  and vegeta t ion .  
c a t i o n s  of t h e  t r a v e l  management p lan  were made t o  allow over snow 
machines. However, t h e  need t o  p ro tec t  t h e  b a s i c  resources  and t o  
provide b i g  game r e s t i n g  a reas  prevented r e l a x a t i o n  of t r a v e l  
management s tandards.  

Many Fores t  roads a r e  i n  poor condi t ion  leading t o  

Others supported t h e  concept 

Where poss ib l e ,  modifi- 

B. a c t o r s  used i n  EvaluaLing t h e  Se lec ted  A l t e + n a t i v e  

Based upon i s sues ,  planning c r i t e r i a ,  and c o n s t r a i n t s ,  t h e  following 
f a c t o r s  were r e l evan t  t o  t h e  dec i s ion  concerning t h e  s e l e c t e d  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  These are:  

1. -t Impacts t o  Watershed 

The F ish lake  National Fo res t  was c rea t ed  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  por t ion  of 
t h e  n ine teenth  century a t  t h e  r eques t  of t h e  c i t i z e n s  l i v i n g  i n  
t h e  v a l l e y s  surrounding t h e  Fores t .  I t i n e r a n t  bands of sheep, 
were grazing t h e  range t o  d u s t  bowl condi t ions .  Subsequent r a i n s  
produced debr i s  f loods  t h a t  devastated communities loca ted  a t  t h e  
mouths of mountain watersheds. Reduction of t h i s  f l ood  p o t e n t i a l  
and promotion of t h e  s o i l  resource have thus  been primary charges 
of t h e  F ish lake  National Fores t .  Much has  been accomplished 
toward t h i s  goa l ,  bu t  much remains t o  b e  done. Thus t h e  e f f e c t s  
t h e  Plan would have on s o i l s  and watershed cond i t ion  is one of 
t h e  most important dec is ion  c r i t e r i a .  

E f f e c t s  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  on t h e  s o i l  resource  vary ,  though i n  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  long-term s o i l  p roduc t iv i ty  would be  maintained. 
Several  a t tempts  were made a t  devis ing  a f a c t o r  t h a t  t r u l y  and 
accura te ly  represented each a l t e rna t ive ' s  e f f e c t s  on s o i l  e ros ion  
and watershed pro tec t ion .  F i n a l l y ,  two key f a c t o r s  were combined 
t o  produce an index f o r  comparison between a l t e r n a t i v e s .  These 
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f a c t o r s  a r e  a c r e s  of s o i l  and watershed improvement and soil loss 
due t o  management a c t i v i t j e s  such 8 s  tju1be.r barvest  and road 
cons t ruc t ion .  These two f a c t o r s  were combined t o  produce an 
index expressed a s  tons  of reduced s o i l  l o s s .  The Plan ranked 
t h i r d  among t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  when t h i s  index was used. 

I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  water  w i l l  meet s t a t e  water qua l i ty  
s tandards .  

2. Livestock Grazigg 

From t h e  o u t s e t  of t h e  planning process  Forest  personnel were 
concerned about t h e  graz ing  i s s u e  s ince  grazing i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
economic f a c t o r  i n  l o c a l  cou,uwnities, and s ince  t h e  Forest  was 
c rea t ed  t o  so lve  overgrazing problems. Comments on the  d i r f i  FTS 
and proposed Plan about graz ing  covered pr imari ly  t w o  areas .  
There was concern t h a t  a r e a s  of unsa t i s f ac to ry  range condi t ion 
would n o t  be reduced by t h e  Plan and t h a t  grazing use would 
c o n f l i c t  wi th  o the r  r e source  uses  such a s  w i l d l i f e  and recre-  
a t ion .  

Since 1943, t h e r e  has been a 39  percent reduct ion i n  t h e  number 
of animal u n i t  months (AUM’s) permit ted on the  Forest .  T h i s  
t rend  w i l l  probably b e  cont inued wi th  implementation of t h e  
Plan. One of t h e  goa l s  of t h e  Plan (page IV-4) is t o  provide 
l i v e s t o c k  graz ing  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  range capac i ty  and other  
r e source  uses.  
fo l low proper use  g u i d e l i n e s  s e t  i n  t h e  s tandards and 
gu ide l ines .  Range a l lo tment  management plans prepared o r  updated 
under the umbrel la  of t h e  F o r e s t  Plan w i l l  fo l low these  s tandards  
and gu ide l ines .  Ex i s t ing  a l lo tment  plans w i l l  be brought i n t o  
conformance wi th  the P l a n .  Allotment plans w i l l  specify t h e  
graz ing  system t o  be  used and how coordinat ion d i rec ted  i n  the  
Plan w i l l  be c a r r i e d  out. 

Permit ted numbers on some a l lo tmen t s  w i l l  probably be reduced t o  
meet t h e  s tandards  and gu ide l ines .  The numbers projected i n  t h e  
Plan are f o r  t h e  Fores t  a s  a whole, given an assumed funding 
l e v e l  f o r  t h e  decade. Funding l e v e l s  con t ro l  range outputs 
s ince  s i g n i f i c a n t  amounts of t h e  range a r e  i n  t h e  sagebrush and 
pinyon-juniper vege ta t ion  types t h a t  r equ i r e  per iodic  treatment 
t o  keep them product ive  f o r  l i ves tock .  

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  meet minimum s tandards  of range u t i l i z a t i o n  t h a t  
w i l l  prevent  overgrazing. Thus, t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  va r i a t ion  
between a l t e r n a t i v e s  was AUM outputs .  A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  e x c e p t  
number 7 produce more AUK’S than t h e  plan. While t h e  plan 
decreases  permit ted numbers from 137.1 thousand AUM’s t o  133.5 
thousand AUM’s, t h i s  probably w i l l  not  cause a r e a l  decrease i n  
a c t u a l  graz ing  use,  which has  averaged 132.6 thousand AUM‘s f o r  
t h e  pas t  f i v e  years .  

To do t h i s ,  t h e  Fores t  Plan g ives  d i r e c t i o n  t o  
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The ques t ion  of c o n f l i c t s  with o the r  resource  uses  i s  a l s o  
addressed here. Po ten t i a l  c o n f l i c t s  i n  r i p a r i a n  a reas  a r e  
discussed i n  t h e  f a c t o r  f o r  f i s h .  
l i n e a r  program modeling f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  showed t h a t  t h e r e  
was enough big-game hab i t a t  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  unsu i t ab le  range f o r  
domestic l ives tock  t o  meet Regional Guide t a r g e t  assignments. 
Since a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  met t h e  t a r g e t s  t h e r e  was no d i s t i n c t i o n  
t h a t  could be used t o  rank them. Also, it showed t h a t  t h e r e  was 
no c o n f l i c t  between l ives tock  and b ig  game on a Forest-wide 
bas i s .  There may by c o n f l i c t s  i n  l o c a l  a r e a s ,  h u t  t h e  Fo ie s t  has  
t h e  capac i ty  f o r  both projected l i v e s t o c k  and b i g  game numbers. 

Exjs t ing  da ta  along w i t h  

3 .  E”ent 

E f f e c t s  on employment, l i f e s t y l e s ,  and minor i ty  groups were 
considered i n  se l ec t ing  t h e  proposed ac t ion .  A t  t h e  s t a r t  of the 
planning process  t h e  Forest’s zone of i n f luence  was divided i n t o  
s i x  Human Resource U n i t s  (RRU’s) descr ibed i n  t h e  Plan. Two of 
t h e  s i x  ARU’s, Fremont and P iu te ,  a r e  h ighly  dependent upon t h e  
flow of commodity products from t h e  F o r e s t  f o r  t h e i r  economic 
v i a b i l i t y .  While t h e  o ther  HW’s a r e  n o t  so dependent, rapid 
changes i n  management of t h e  Fores t  would have adverse economic 
impacts on them. 

An input-output (I/O) model, IMPLAN, was used t o  p r e d i c t  changes 
i n  employment, income, and populat ion r e s u l t i n g  from changes i n  
Fores t  management a c t i v i t i e s .  Because of u n c e r t a i n t i e s  inherent  
i n  t h e  IMPLAN 1/0  model, only pred ic ted  changes i n  t o t d l  
employment were used i n  t h e  dec i s ion  process.  
p red ic ted  change i s  i n  t h e  p lus  o r  minus 2.8 percent  range f o r  
t o t a l  population, income, and employment. 

Implementation of the  Plan has t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  con t r ibu te  t o  a 
growing labor  f o r c e  and economic d i v e r s i t y  through jobs c rea t ed  
i n  s eve ra l  s e c t o r s  of t h e  economy. The Fores t  Plan ranks f i f t h  
o v e r a l l  among t h e  eleven a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  terms of employment, 
income, and population induced through f o r e s t  management a c t i v i -  
t i e s .  Total induced employment ranges from a decrease of 345 t o  
an increase  of 94 jobs when Al t e rna t ive  8 is used a6 t h e  base.  
However, A l t e rna t ive  8 c a l l s  f o r  increased  funding above c u r r e n t  
l eve l s .  A l t e rna t ive  I ,  which i s  s i m i l a r  t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  8 except 
t h a t  funding is kept a t  cu r ren t  l e v e l s  d g h t  provide a b e t t e r  
comparison. I n  A l t e rna t ive  1, t o t a l  induced employment ranges 
from a high of p l u s  168 jobs i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  5 t o  a low of minus 
270 jobs i n  A l t e rna t ive  7.  The Fores t  P lan  w i l l  promote an 
est imated 53 job increase.  

The range of 

4. 

Timber harves t  i s  used on t h e  F i sh lake  t o  promote community 
s t a b i l i t y ,  maintaln heal thy t r e e  s t ands ,  and promote v e g e t a t i v e  
d i v e r s i t y  on t h e  Forest .  The al lowable s a l e  quan t i ty  s t a t e d  i n  
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t h e  Plan i s  30.0 m i l l i o n  board f e e t  (MMBF) f o r  the  1 s t  decade 
(P lan ,  page 1V-8). Actual s a l e s  l e v e l s  w i l l  depend on ii ntwhbcr 
of f a c t o r s ,  such as demand and funding l e v e l s .  Thus, t h e  t o t a l  
amount of t imber harves ted  during the  decade may be l e s s  t h a n  
30.0 KMBF, but  ha rves t  cannot  exceed t h a t  amount unless  t he re  i s  
a r e v i s i o n  o r  amendment t o  t h e  Plan,  or  some form of na tura l  
d i s a s t e r  occurs ,  a s  def ined  i n  36 CFR 2 1 9 . 2 7 ( ~ ) ( 2 ) .  I n  2 given 
yea r ,  more or  less than 3.0 MlBF may be  harvested,  but  t h e  decade 
t o t a l  w i l l  not  exceed 30.0 MMBF. 

Appendix A of t h e  Plan shows t h e  10-year timber s a l e  schedule. 
The proposed c u t t i n g  methods l i s t e d  i n  Appendix A w i l l  b e  used 
unless  s tand-  and s i t e - s p e c i f i c  a n a l y s i s  shows tha t  they c o n f l i c t  
wi th  management a r e a  d i r e c t i o n .  When in t e rd i sc ip l ina ry  study 
shows t h a t  management a r e a  d i r e c t i o n  cannot be met w i t h  the 
proposed c u t t i n g  method, an a l t e r n a t e  method will be chostr, 01 

t h e  s a l e  w i l l  b e  dropped from t h e  schedule.  
age t imber ha rves t  systems a r e  c a l l e d  f o r  i n  the  schedule. C u t -  
t i n g  methods t o  be used i n  c o n i f e r  timber types include i n d j -  
v idua l  t r e e  s e l e c t i o n ,  group s e l e c t i o n ,  she l t ewood ,  and 
c l e a r c u t t i n g .  C lea rcu t t ing  i n  c o n i f e r  w i l l  be used only where 
perpe tua t ion  of e x i s t i n g  s tands  i s  undes i rab le  due t o  i n s e c t s ,  
d i sease ,  s tocking ,  g e n e t i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  e t c .  I n  the  aspen 
type,  t h e  c u t t i n g  method w i l l  be pr imar i ly  c learcu t .  Aspen i s  
i d e a l l y  s u i t e d  f o r  even-aged management by c learcu t t jng .  T t  i s  
e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  a l l  stems b e  c u t  t o  promote t h e  bes t  sprout ing f o r  
regenera t ion  and f o r  w i l d l i f e  forage.  T h i s  cu t t i ng  method a 1 5 0  
prevents  poor q u a l i t y  r e s i d u a l  stems from being released and 
dominating subsequent regenera t ion .  

The F i sh lake  NF Timber Management Plan,  Amendment 4 ,  dated 
A p r i l  4 ,  1980, provided f o r  an al lowable harves t  of 23.1 MNBF 
annually.  The r educ t ion  i n  programmed s a l e s  volume between t h e  
1980 Timber Management Plan and the  Fores t  Plan is 42 percent f o r  
t h e  decade of t h e  Plan.  Such a reduct ion  may appear d r a s t i c ,  bu t  
t h e  a c t u a l  c u t  f o r  t h e  pas t  5 yea r s  has averaged 0.8 MMBF, w h j l e  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  p a s t  10 yea r s  has  averaged 1.7 MMBF. The allowable 
s a l e  q u a n t i t y  i s  a l s o  below t h e  6.1 MMBF f i g u r e  fo r  the maximuni 
present  n e t  va lue  benchmark where market va lues  were used, snd  
the  7.1 MMBF f i g u r e  f o r  t h e  maximum present  n e t  bene f i t  benchmark 
where a l l  ou tputs  bad ass igned  values .  However, present demand 
does not  appear t o  suppor t  such harvest  Iesels .  

The level and l o c a t i o n  of h a r v e s t s  i n  t h e  Plan a r e  t h e  judgment 
of t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  coupled wi th  r e s u l t s  of the analyses of 
a c t i v i t i e s  needed t o  meet t h e  goa ls  i n  the  Plan. Appendix A of 
t h e  Plan shows planned t imber s a l e s  through 1994. 

Below-cost s a l e s  a r e  a concern t o  both t h e  public and National 
Fo res t  managers. The F o r e s t  w i l l  cont inue t o  address t h i s  i s sue  
wi th in  t h e  implementation and budgeting processes,  and through 
design and schedul ing of t imber s a l e s .  The Forest  Service 

Both even and urrevcn 
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pol icy  on timber s a l e s  r equ i r e s  t h a t  timber s a l e s  h e  analyzed t o  
develop cos t -e f fec t ive  opt ions and t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  most 
c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  a l t e rna t ive .  I n  a l l  s a l e s ,  t h e  l e a s t  expensive 
a c t i v i t y  which w i l l  meet resource management needs w i l l  be used. 

Steps a r e  now being taken t o  reduce c o s t s  of t h e  t imber s a l e  
program on t h e  Forest  and they w i l l  cont inue.  Based on work 
f o r c e  management s tud ies ,  t h e  F o r e s t  has i n i t i a t e d  shared 
s e r v i c e s  of timber management personnel between D i s t r i c t s  and 
between National Forests.  The r e s u l t  has been a higher  l e v e l  of 
expe r t i s e  wi th  fewer people. The i n t e n s i t y  and techniques of 
measuring standing t r e e s  have been rev ised  t o  he  more commen- 
s u r a t e  with the  value of t h e  product removed. 
no longer  r equ i r e  re-measuring of products  a f t e r  removal. 
Increased emphasis on pre-sale planning,  inc luding  economic 
ana lys i s ,  results i n  t h e  e l imina t ion  of some s a l e s  from t h e  sale 
program and a reduct ion i n  m i l e s  of roads.  Other savings from 
b e t t e r  s a l e  planning include lower p l an t ing ,  s i t e  prepara t ion ,  
and s l a s h  d isposa l  cos ts .  

Three al ternat ives--10,  5, and 2--call  f o r  h igher  timber ha rves t  
l e v e l s  than t h e  Plan. However, t h e s e  h igher  l e v e l s  do not  seem 
reasonable  when considered aga ins t  demand. Thus these  h igher  
l e v e l s  were regarded as  being only a s l i g h t  advantage over t h e  
plan.  In terms of c o s t  requi red  t o  prepare  t h i s  l a r g e r  sales 
volume, the higher  s a l e s  a l t e r n a t i v e s  had a disadvantage.  

As a r e s u l t ,  s a l e s  

6 .  PeveloDed Recr- 

Developed r ec rea t ion  i s  an important r e source  t o  t h e  people and 
t h e  economy of the  communities i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of t h e  Fores t .  
Two types of u ses r  des t ina t ion  camping and evening p icn ick ing ,  
account f o r  most of the r e c r e a t i o n  v i s i t o r  days (RVD's) a t  t h e  
developed s i t e s .  
a r e  heavi ly  used by people from out  of s t a t e  and t h e  Wasatch 
Front. 

The Plan does not  propose t h e  c l o s u r e  of any r e c r e a t i o n  sites. 
One s i t e  i n  Johnson Valley i s  proposed f o r  cons t ruc t ion .  
commenters noted t h a t  t h e  Plan would n o t  meet a n t i c i p a t e d  demand 
and wanted funding increased so t h a t  cons t ruc t ion  of new s i t e s  
would match t h a t  demand. However, t h e  P lan  w i l l  meet 94 percen t  
of an t i c ipa t ed  demand during t h e  decade. 
decade, years  11 through 50, t h a t  con t inua t ion  of t h e  proposed 
funding l e v e l  would not  produce enough developed r e c r e a t i o n  s i tes  
t o  meet an t i c ipa t ed  demand. Inherent  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  of demand 
were op t imis t i c  assumptions regarding growth i n  t h e  energy 
r e l a t e d  s e c t o r  of t h e  economy which would, i n  turn, r e s u l t  i n  a 
correspondingly l a rge  increase  i n  populat ion us ing  t h e  Fores t .  
The d i f f e rence  between t h e  a c t u a l  popula t ion  growth and t h a t  
pro jec ted  f o r  the  period 1981 - 1985 i n  t h e  d r a f t  EIS shows the 
op t imis t i c  na tu re  of t h i s  p ro jec t ion .  

S i t e s  i n  t h e  F i s h  Lake b a s i n  and Beaver Canyon 

Severa l  

It i s  a f t e r  the  1st 
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The Plan ranks f o u r t h  behind Al t e rna t ives  5, 8 ,  and 6 i n  terms of 
planned developed r e c r e a t i o n  capaci ty .  It has the same planned 
capac i ty  as  A l t e r n a t i v e s  2 and 10. 

7. UtQr ized  R e c r e a t i o n  

Motorized r e c r e a t i o n  w a s  one of t h e  forms of dispersed r e c r e a t i o n  
considered i n  reaching a dec is ion .  Most of the demand f o r  d i s -  
persed r e c r e a t i o n  i s  i n  t h e  motorized r ec rea t ion  opportuni ty  
spectrum (ROS) c l a s s e s .  A c t i v i t i e s  such as  hunting, family 
reunions,  and d r iv ing  f o r  p l easu re  a r e  motorized dispersed 
r e c r e a t i o n .  

While t h e  capac i ty  t o  meet pro jec ted  demand f o r  t h i s  type of 
r e c r e a t i o n  16 a v a i l a b l e  Forest-wide, the  more popular a reas  a r e  
overused. Thus, t h e  modeling considered the  number of RVD‘s t h a t  
could be  managed r a t h e r  than t h e  number of RVD’s t ha t  would 
occur. The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  number of managed RVD‘s and 
t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  number of RVD‘s thus g ives  an inverse index of 
how we l l  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  i s  be ing  managed; or  an index of how 
s e r i o u s  a problem it  i s  expected t o  cause.  The bigger the  
d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  number of managed RVD’s and ac tua l  RVD’s, 
t h e  more problems and resource  damage the re  would be. 

During t h e  comment per iod on t h e  d r a f t  EIS,  many commenters 
voiced support  f o r  increased  road management. T h i s  would inc lude  
such th ings  as seasonal  r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  prevent r u t t i n g  during 
t h e  s p r i n g  thaw, and t h e  s h i f t i n g  of some maintenance funds t o  
a l low roads t o  b e  upgraded t o  the p o i n t  where they would n o t  b e  
damaged by t r a v e l  a f t e r  each r a in .  

Other commenters objected t o  having t h e  White Mountain a rea  i n  
S a l i n a  Canyon managed f o r  nonmotorized recrea t ion .  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  White Mountain a rea  were mainly f o r  watershed 
p r o t e c t i o n ,  t h e  Plan w i l l  al low travel i n  t h a t  area on designated 
r o u t e s  o r  by snowmobile. This  w i l l  p ro t ec t  t h e  watershed and 
s t i l l  al low some motorized r e c r e a t i o n  i n  the area. 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  5 and 8 provide f o r  t h e  management of a g r e a t e r  
number of RVD’s i n  the roaded n a t u r a l  and semiprimitive motorized 
ROS c l a s s e s  than t h e  s e l e c t e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( t h e  Plan). 

Since 

8. Eish 

Standing as an o a s i s  i n  t h e  d e s e r t ,  Fishlake National Fo res t  
provides  bo th  stream and l ake  f i s h i n g .  Residents of the Wasatch 
Front  vaca t ion  a t  F i s h  Lake because of t h e  f i sh ing  and o the r  
r e c r e a t i o n  provided there .  Residents  of Cal i forn ia ,  Nevada, and 
southwestern Utah vaca t ion  i n  t h e  canyons of t h e  Tushar Mountains 
l a r g e l y  because of t h e  f i s h i n g .  The advent of year-round f i s h i n g  
i n  Utah has served t o  inc rease  f i s h i n g  pressure on waters of t h e  
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Fores t .  I n  addi t ion  t o  t h e  more common spec ie s ,  t h e  Bonneville 
c u t t h r o a t  t r o u t ,  a s e n s i t i v e  spec ie s ,  i s  present  on the southern 
end of t h e  Pahvant Range and t h e  Tushar Mountains. 

Fac tors  used i n  project ing pounds of f i s h  t h a t  would be provided 
by each a l t e r n a t i v e  were: adverse impacts t o  streams and r i p a r i a n  
a reas  from roads and grazing,  and b e n e f i c i a l  inpactb t o  f i s h e r i e s  
from h a b i t a t  improvement p r o j e c t s  planned i n  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  As 
w i t h  o the r  f a c t o r s ,  the  pounds of f i s h  f o r  each a l t e i n a t i v e  i s  a 
p ro jec t ion  based on expected h a b i t a t  condi t ion .  While t h e  amount 
of a v a i l a b l e  hab i t a t  can l imi t  pounds of f i s h ,  o ther  f a c t o r s  such 
as f i s h i n g  pressure and s tocking r a t e  can reduce t h e  ac tua l  
pounds of f i s h  below the  habi ta t ' s  c a ~ s t i l i t y .  

The Plan received the  highest  r a t i n g  i n  t h i s  f a c t o r .  

9. 

This segment of the  r ec rea t ion  spectrum c o n s t i t u t e s  a small ,  b u t  
increas ingly  important, por t ion  of r e c r e a t i o n  use  of t h e  Fores t .  
W h i l e  Congress did not  des igna te  any wi lderness  on t h e  Fores t  i n  
t h e  1984 Utah Wilderness  Act, i t s  language was permissive toward 
nonmotorized recrea t ion .  
s t a t e s :  

The House Committee Report on page 16 

"In s h o r t ,  t h i s  language means t h a t  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  
cannot be  forced by any ind iv idua l  o r  group through a 
lawsui t ,  adminis t ra t ive  appeal ,  o r  otherwise t o  manage 
lands not reconmended f o r  wi lderness  des igna t ion  i n  a 
'df: faxt~' wilderness  manner. Of course ,  t h e  Fores t  
Serv ice  can, if it determines it  appropr ia te ,  manage 
lands i n  an undeveloped manner, j u s t  as it  can, i f  
through the  land management planning process  i t  de ter -  
mines it appropriate ,  develop r e l eased  lands.  !Rte 
emphasis here  j s  t h a t  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  w i l l  be  a b l e  t o  
manage released lands in t h e  manner determined appropri-  
a t e  through the  land management planning process." 

Some l o c a l  groups and ind iv idua ls  have objected t o  t h e  management 
of F ish lake  Mountain f o r  nomnotorized r ec rea t ion .  However, based 
upon the paragraph quoted above, t h i s  i s  a l eg i t ima te  management 
of r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  on those  lands.  

As w i t h  dispersed motorized r e c r e a t i o n ,  t h e  pro jec ted  RVD 
capac i ty  by a l t e r n a t i v e  is t h e  number t h a t  could h e  managed. It 
i s  not  t h e  number t h a t  w i l l  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h a t  form of recre-  
a t ion .  The d i f f e rence  between t h e  number of RVD's t h a t  can be 
managed and the  number of RVD' s t h a t  occur i s  a measure of how 
wel l  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  provides f o r  t h a t  type of use while  
p ro tec t ing  t h e  resources  and maintaining t h e  environment. 

A l t e rna t ives  4 ,  7, 2 ,  3,  8 ,  and 5 provide f o r  managing more 
semiprimit ive nonmotorized RVD's than the  pian. 
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Using these  f a c t o r s ,  an eva lua t ion  of t h e  advantages among a l t e r -  
n a t i v e s  w a s  conducted. This eva lua t ion  followed a fundamental r u l e  of 
decisionmaking; i .e . ,  dec i s ions  should be based on the importance of 
advantages. Advantages a r e  t h e  p o s i t i v e  d i f fe rences  between a l t e r -  
na t ives .  The concept of "d i f fe rences"  i s  important i n  t ha t  i t  
incorpora tes  the idea  t h a t  " s i m i l a r i t i e s "  should have no e f f e c t  on 
t h e  decision--the decisionmaker i s  i n d i f f e r e n t  toward a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  
t h e  ex ten t  they  a r e  a l i k e ,  b u t  ins tead  concentrates  on the d i f f e rences  
between them. 

v v  P r e f d l e  A l t e r n a t i v e  and c- 
=red A l t e r n a t i v e  

A l t e r n a t i v e  4 i s  considered t h e  environmentally preferable  a l t e r n a t i v e  
because it  c a l l s  f o r  e l imina t ion  of the  watershed improvements backlog 
by t h e  year  2030 while  main ta in ing  development a c t i v i t i e s  a t  moderate 
l e v e l s .  Several  of t h e  low budget a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  such as  Alterna- 
t i v e s  3 and 7 ,  c a l l  f o r  fewer development a c t i v i t i e s ,  but they do n o t  
provide f o r  any l e v e l  of watershed r e s t o r a t i o n .  Thus areas w i t h  
e x i s t i n g  e ros ion  problems w i l l  cont inue  to erode under these  two 
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  6 and 10 a l s o  c a l l  f o r  the el iminat ion of 
t h e  watershed improvements backlog by t h e  year  2030, but  they c a l l  f o r  
a higher  l e v e l  of development a c t i v i t i e s  t h a n  4 .  

Using t h e  f a c t o r s  descr ibed  above, t h e  Plan was selected over Alter-  
n a t i v e  4 because it  provides  more developed recrea t ion ,  dispersed 
motorized r e c r e a t i o n ,  pounds of f i s h ,  timber harves t ,  and jobs i n  t h e  
l o c a l  economy. The Plan does provide f o r  a moderate program i n  
watershed r e s t o r a t i o n .  Proposed funding l e v e l s  f o r  watershed r e s t o r -  
a t i o n  i n  t h e  Plan a r e  lower than  i n  Al t e rna t ive  4 s o  the backlog w i l l  
no t  be  e l imina ted  by t h e  year  2030. 
be accomplished a s  c a l l e d  f o r  i n  Appendix Q of the Plan. Alterna- 
t i v e  11, t h e  Fores t  P lan ,  addresses  goa ls ,  ob jec t ives ,  i s sues ,  and 
concerns b e t t e r  than A l t e r n a t i v e  4 and w i l l  provide grea te r  n e t  publ ic  
b e n e f i t s  i n  t h e  long term. 

P o t e n t i a l  adverse impacts t o  t h e  physical  and b io logica l  components of 
t h e  environment normally w i l l  b e  mi t iga ted  by the  management d i r e c t i o n  
shown i n  Chapter IV of t h e  Plan. Impacts t h a t  cannot be avoided a r e  
d i sc losed  i n  Chapter I V  of t h e  f i n a l  EIS. 

c. 

However, p r i o r i t y  p ro jec t s  w i l l  

D. i t h  Higher Presen t  Net Vallie ( P  NV 1 

I n  r ecen t  yea r s ,  t h e  f e d e r a l  government has become increasingly aware 
of and committed t o  economic e f f i c i e n c y  of f ede ra l  act ions.  MMA 
r egu la t ions  r e f l e c t  t h e  idea  t h a t  t h e  Fores t  Service should cons ider  
economic e f f i c i e n c y  i n  developing and choosing between Forest  Plan 
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Economic e f f i c i e n c y ,  as  def ined i n  "The Guidelines f o r  
Economic and Socia l  Analysis" (Apr i l  20,  1982, Federal Regis te r ) ,  i s  
" t h e  u se fu lness  of i npu t s  ( c o s t s )  t o  produce outputs  (bene f i t s )  and 
e f f e c t s  when a l l  c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  t h a t  can be valued a r e  included i n  
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t h e  computation." T h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  t o t a l  c o s t s  and 
t o t a l  b e n e f i t s  t o  society.  The regu la t ions  spec i fy  t h a t  "each 
a l t e r n a t i v e  s h a l l  represent  t o  t h e  ex ten t  p r a c t i c a b l e  t h e  most c o s t  
e f f i c i e n t  combination of management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  examined t h a t  can 
meet t h e  objec t ives  es tab l i shed  i n  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e "  (36 CFR 
219.12(f)(8)).  
p resent  n e t  value (PNV) subjec t  t o  achieving spec i f i ed  l e v e l s  of 
ou tputs  and inputs.  Cost e f f i c i ency  is " the  use fu lness  of spec i f i ed  
inputs  ( c o s t s )  t o  produce spec i f i ed  outputs  ( b e n e f i t s ) .  I n  measuring 
c o s t  e f f i c i ency ,  some outputs ,  including environmental ,  economic, o r  
s o c i a l  impacts, a r e  not assigned monetary va lues  b u t  a r e  achieved a t  
spec i f i ed  l e v e l s  i n  the l e a s t  c o s t  manner" (36 CFR 219.3). The 
F ish lake  NF responded t o  cos t  e f f i c i e n c y  requirements by: 

(1) 

A program i s  sa id  t o  be c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  i f  i t  maximizes 

Maximizing PNV i n  the  FORPLAN model. 
pr iced outputs  i n  the  FORPLAN model a t  an " e f f i c i e n t "  po in t ,  
g iven t h e  objec t ives  of the  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Using PNV a s  one c r i t e r i o n  f o r  choosing management a c t i v i t i e s  not 
incorporated i n  the  FORPLAN model such as campground development, 
campground maintenance, h a h i t a t  improvement f o r  threatened and 
endangered species ,  b u t  which are p a r t  of t h e  Forest 's  program of 
work. 

This provided t h e  l e v e l s  of 

(2)  

I n  determining the  m o s t  economically e f f i c i e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t h e  F o r e s t  
Serv ice  used an es t imate  of PNV as one of t h e  f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  
decisionmaking process. 
d i f f e r e n c e  between the  discounted va lue  ( b e n e f i t s )  of a l l  ou tputs  t o  
which monetary values  o r  e s t ab l i shed  market p r i c e s  a r e  assigned and 
t h e  t o t a l  discounted c o s t s  of managing t h e  planning area" (36 CFR 
219.3). As shown below, Al t e rna t ives  5 ,  9 ,  and 4 have a higher  PNV 
than t h e  proposed act ion.  A d e t a i l e d  d i scuss ion  of c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y  
and economic e f f i c i ency  ana lys i s  i s  contained i n  t h e  f i n a l  BIS, 
Appendix B. 

Basica l ly ,  PNV is computed by taking " the  

Present  Net Value 
Al te rna t ive  (Mi l l ions  of Dol la rs )  ................................... ______-______--_____--- 

5 1980 RPA Program 371.2 
9 Revised Mix 353.7 
4 Nonmarket Opportunities 353.3 

11 Fores t  Plan (Proposed Action) 352.9 ___________________________________ ....................... 
While Al t e rna t ive  5 has a PNV t h a t  i s  ahout 18 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  h igher  
than t h e  o the r s ,  i t  a l s o  has a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  budget ,  w i th  a 
corresponding emphasis on comodi ty  products.  For example, g raz ing  
AUM's a r e  r a i sed  from t h e  present  137.1 thousand t o  155.1 thousand i n  
t h e  f i r s t  decade. While t h e r e  may be  demand f o r  t h i s  i nc rease  in  
AUM's, i t  may not  be appropr ia te  t o  inc rease  t h e  dependancy of t h e  
l o c a l  economy. Fur ther ,  i t  i s  not  a s  important t o  inc rease  AUM output  
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as  i t  i s  t o  main ta in  it  a t  about c u r r e n t  l eve l s .  Costs of producing 
higher l e v e l s  of timber and graz ing  i n  A l t e rna t ive  5 outweigh t h e  
b e n e f i t s  der ived .  Also h igher  budgets  a r e  not  warranted a t  t h i s  
time, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  adminis t ra t ion’s  goals of c u t t i n g  
t h e  f e d e r a l  d e f i c i t  and c o n t r o l i i n g  Federa l  spending. 

The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  PNV between A l t e r n a t i v e  9 and the  proposed a c t i o n  i s  
approximately $800,000. This l o s s  i n  PNV between Al te rna t ive  9 and 
t h e  Plan can b e  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  s p a t i a l  l oca t ion  of the management 
p r e s c r i p t i o n  assignments.  Both have t h e  same outputs ,  but i t  was 
determined t h a t  i n  s eve ra l  l o c a t i o n s  of the  Fores t  the management 
p r e s c r i p t i o n  assignments needed t o  b e  modified from Al te rna t ive  9 t o  
accommodate l o c a l  cond i t ions  and t o  address  ove ra l l  i s sues ,  
oppor tun i t i e s ,  and concerns.  For example, t h e  S t a t e  of Utah requested 
t h a t  sage grouse s t r u t t i n g  a r e a s  and b i g  game winter  range be 
recognized i n  t h e  a r e a  around Farnsworth r e se rvo i r .  Consequently, t h e  
management p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  t h i s  a r e a  was changed from 6 B  t o  5A. 

A s  s t a t e d  above, t h e  proposed a c t i o n  was se l ec t ed  over Al te rna t ive  4 ,  
which has a h ighe r  PNV of approximately $600,000. Most of t h i s  
d i f f e r e n c e  can  b e  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  g r e a t e r  amounts of developed 
r ec rea t ion ,  d i spe r sed  motorized r e c r e a t i o n ,  pounds of f i s h ,  t imber,  
and jobs it  produces. When cons ider ing  t h e  ove ra l l  goals  and 
ob jec t ives  of t h e  Fores t  P lan ,  A l t e r n a t i v e  11 ( t h e  proposed ac t ion )  
more adequately d e a l t  wi th  i s s u e s ,  oppor tun i t i e s ,  and concerns 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Fores t  planning process  than d id  Al te rna t ive  4. 

The unce r t a in ty  a s soc ia t ed  wi th  t h e  output  and a c t i v i t y  es t imat ion  i s  
magnified by t h e  u n c e r t a i n t y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  es t imat ing  r e l a t ed  
economic parameters ,  rendering t h e  PNV es t imate  l e s s  r e l i a b l e  than t h e  
es t imates  a s soc ia t ed  wi th  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  and outputs  themselves. 
Therefore,  t h e  F i sh lake  Nat ional  F o r e s t  used PNV as  only one of t h e  
f a c t o r s  i n  eva lua t ing  t h e  advantages and disadvantages of each 
a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Table 1 on t h e  fol lowing page d i s p l a y s  t h e  Present  Net Value (PNV), 
Environmentally P r e f e r r a b l e  A l t e r n a t i v e  (EPA) and preferred 
a l t e r n a t i v e .  
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TABLE 1 : COMPARISON OF SELECTED ALTERNATIVE WITH ENVIRONMENTALLY 
PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE (EPA) AND HIGHER PRESENT NET VALUE (PNV) ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVES 

RESQITRCE/BENEFLT 

TIMBER 
LTSYC* 
ASQ** 

Fuelwood Potential 

Annual Output 

Developed 
Dispersed 

User Days 

Increased Water 
Yield 

RANGE 

RECREATION 

WILDLIFE 

WATER 

Present Net Value 

Returns t o  U.S. 

Employment*** 

1 4  

I 
I 

UNIT OF I PNV3 
MEASURE I EPAl 

MMBF/YEAR I 6.0  
MMBF/YEAR I 3.0 
MCF/YEAR 1 4040 

MAUM's/YEAR I 134.8 

MRUD's/YEAR I 381.0 
MRVD'slYEAR I 512.7 

MWFUD's/YEAR I 188.2 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

MAC ft. I .032 

MMS I 353.3 

MS I 9638.6 

Jobs I - 10 

5 
PNvl 

10.1 
7.4 
2060 

155.1 

521.1 
133.2 

190.5 

.190 

311.2 

9743.9 

169 

9 I 11 
PNV2 I PREFERRED 

I 
I 

9.4 I 9.1 
3.0 I 3.0 
2410 [ 2410 

I 
134.5 I 133.5 

I 
448.1 I 448.1 
601.0 I 690.5 

I 
188.0 I 187.9 

I 
I 

.111 I .177 
I 

353.7 I 352.9 
I 

9630.1 1 9629.1 
I 

26 I 53 

* Long-term sustained yield capacity 
** Allowable sale quantity *** Change from 1980 (base year) and Alternatives 1 (current direction) 

V. MITIGATION AND MONITORING 

Management constraints were imposed on the alternatives to ensure 
long-term productivity of the land and compliance with threshold soil and 
water requirements. These requirements are standards and guidelines which 
apply to all management prescriptions within each alternative. 
standards and guidelines act as mitigation measures to ensure that 
sustained yields of renewable resources are maintained. 

In the case of the mineral resource, once the resource has been extracted, 
it is gone except where secondary recovery becomes feasible. Conserva- 
tion of these resources might be defined as the planned rate of removal. 
Mitigating measures involved in location, development, and removal of such 
nonrenewable resources are expressed as occupancy stipulations in mining 
plans, project level environmental documents, and in management area 
direction i n  the Plan. 

The 
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Maintaining ROS c l a s s e s ,  v i a b l e  populat ions of w i l d l i f e  management 
ind ica to r  s p e c i e s ,  cover f forage  r a t i o s ,  nondeclining even-flow of timber 
resources ,  and s t a t e  water  q u a l i t y  s tandards  a r e  a l l  examples of s tandards  
and g u i d e l i n e s  which a c t  a s  m i t i g a t i o n  measures prescribed i n  Chapter I V  
of the  Plan. 

Each resource  has a minimum management requirement l eve l  which a c t s  a s  t h e  
base upon which a l t e r n a t i v e  management programs were developed. 
ment commitments below t h e  minimum management l eve l  were not considered as 
opt ions.  

Standards and gu ide l ines  w i l l  be  adopted and enforced i n  a l l  p ro j ec t  l e v e l  
a c t i v i t i e s .  Mi t iga t ion  measures are discussed i n  Chapter I V  of t h e  Plan 
f o r  renewable resources .  A s  long-term e f f e c t s  of planned management 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s  on t h e  va r ious  management a reas  a r e  assessed and new 
research  r e s u l t s  and technology become a v a i l a b l e ,  some adjustments may be 
made t o  update  prescr ibed  s t anda rds  and guide l ines .  

An aggress ive  implementation, monitoring, and eva lua t ion  program has been 
ou t l ined  i n  Chapter V of t h e  Plan. The purpose of the  program i s  t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  implementation of t h e  P lan  i n  an order ly  manner while maintain- 
ing environmental  safeguards.  

Monitoring w i l l  he lp  determine i f  p re sc r ip t ions  a r e  being properly appl ied  
t o  management a r e a s ,  provide f o r  an eva lua t ion  of the  appropriateness of 
t h e  Plan's management d i r e c t i o n ,  and t r a c k  condi t ion  t rends of Fores t  
resources .  Evaluat ion d a t a  w i l l  be used t o  update resource inven to r i e s ,  
f ine- tune m i t i g a t i o n  measures,  and determine t h e  need f o r  amending o r  
r ev i s ing  t h e  Plan. The monitor ing p lan  o u t l i n e s  da t a  sources and monitor- 
ing techniques by resource  element,  e s t a b l i s h e s  frequency of measurements, 
and d e t a i l s  condi t ions  which would i n i t i a t e  f u r t h e r  evaluations.  

Manage- 

V I .  IMPLEMENTATION 

The Plan w i l l  be  implemented 30 days a f t e r  the  Notice of Ava i l ab i l i t y  of 

Time needed t o  b r i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  i n t o  compliance with the  Plan w i l l  va ry  
depending on types of p r o j e c t s .  

The Fores t  Supervisor  w i l l  a s s u r e  t h a t  (1)  annual program proposals and 
p ro jec t s  are c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  Plan;  (2 )  program budget proposals and 
ob jec t ives  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  management d i r e c t i o n  specif ied i n  t h e  Plan;  
and ( 3 )  implementation i s  i n  compliance with t h e  Regional Guide and goa l s  
and ob jec t ives  i n  36 CFR 219.10(e),  36 CPR 219.11(d), and 36 CFR 219.27. 

Implementation i s  guided by management requirements contained i n  Fores t  
goals and o b j e c t i v e s ,  and t h e  s tandards  and guide l ines  contained i n  F o r e s t  
d i r e c t i o n  and management a r e a  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  found i n  Chapter IV of t h e  
Plan. These management requirements  were developed through an i n t e r d i s c i -  
p l ina ry  e f f o r t  and con ta in  measures necessary t o  mi t iga t e  or e l imina te  any 
long-term adverse e f f e c t s .  Any unavoidable adverse environmental 

t h e  P lan ,  E I S ,  and Record of Decis ion appears i n  t h e  FederalReeister. 
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e f f e c t s ,  such as  d is rupt ive  e f f e c t s  of vege ta t ion  manipulation on 
r e c r e a t i o n  or l ives tock  grazing,  w i l l  be  temporary and w i l l  involve only a 
small  percentage of the  Forest  a t  any one time. As can b e s t  be  
determined, a l l  p rac t i ca l  mi t iga t ion  measures have been adopted and a r e  
included i n  Chapter I V  of the  Plan. 

Proposals  t o  use National Forest  System lands  w i l l  be  reviewed f o r  
cons is tency  wi th  the  Plan. 
of t h e  Plan w i l l  be used t o  analyze any proposal.  Permits ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  and 
o the r  instruments f o r  occupancy and use of t h e  Nat ional  Fo res t  System 
lands w i l l  be cons is ten t  with management d i r e c t i o n  i n  Chapter I V .  This i s  
requi red  by 16  USC 1604(i?  and 36 CFR 219.10(e). 

Management d i r e c t i o n  contained i n  Chapter I V  

V I I .  APPEAL RIGHTS 

This  dec i s ion  i s  subject  t o  appeal pursuant t o  36 CFR 211.18. Notice of 
appeal m u s t  be i n  wr i t ing  and submitted t o :  

J. S .  Tix ie r ,  Regional F o r e s t e r  
Intermountain Region 
USDA, Forest  Service 
Federal  Building 
324 25th S t r e e t  
Ogden, Utah 84401 

Notice of appeal must be submitted wi th in  45 days from t h e  d a t e  of t h i s  
dec is ion .  A statement of reasons t o  support  t h e  appeal and reques t  f o r  
o r a l  p re sen ta t ion  m u s t  be f i l e d  wi th in  t h e  prescr ibed  45-day period. 

degional  Forester  
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